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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTI CE AGREES TO TERM NATE 1968 CONSENT
DECREE AGAI NST SELLER OF STENCI L DUPLI CATI NG MACHI NES

WASHI NGTON, D.C. -- The Departnent of Justice's Antitrust
Division said today that it has approved a request to termnate a
1968 consent decree that inposed restrictions on a G eenw ch,
Connecticut, seller of stencil duplicating machines in connection
with the sales of its products since the market for these types
of machi nes has nearly di sappeared. Stencil duplicators are
paper reproduction machines that use a stencil master and inking
systemto make copies of docunents.

The Departnent, in docunents filed in U S. District Court in
New York City, tentatively agreed to term nate a consent decree
agai nst Gestetner Corporation, the seller of stencil duplicators,
printers, digital duplicators, printers, xerographic printers,
of fset printers, fax machines, and related products.

The Departnent decided to tentatively term nate the consent
decree since there have been dramatic changes in the industry,
t he conpany no | onger has market dom nance, and a conpetitor was
recently released froma nore restrictive consent decree.

The 1968 judgnent had settled a civil antitrust action

filed in 1964 which had all eged that Gestetner:
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e Required each of its dealers to sell Gestetner products
only in territories, and to custoners, allocated to it.

e Required each dealer to sell its products at prices and
terms and conditions of sale fixed by the defendant.

e Prevented its dealers fromconpeting for sales to the
United States Governnent or to any other specific custoners
desi gnated by Gestetner as "National Accounts", and from | easing
Gestetner's machines without its perm ssion.

Anne K. Bi ngaman, Assistant Attorney General in charge of
the Antitrust Division, said the Departnent agreed to term nate
t he decree because it was no | onger necessary to prevent the
conpetitive harmthat brought about the original suit.

Bi ngaman noted that Gestetner does not have a dom nant
position in the sale of the only commercially significant product
covered by the decree. Bingaman al so said that one of
CGestetner's principal conpetitors, A B. D ck Conpany, was
rel eased in 1989 with the governnent's consent froma final
j udgnment that inposed nore conprehensive prohibitions than those
i nposed on Gestetner.

Bi ngaman stressed that both conpanies would continue to be
governed by the normal operation of the antitrust |aws.

The final judgment, anong other things, prohibited Cestetner
frominposing various vertical territorial or custonmer restraints
on dealers that sell its stencil duplicating machi nes, electronic
scanni ng machi nes, and any related products, and from
di ssem nating material that suggests or recommends the prices at
whi ch Gestetner products shall be resold, unless that materi al

al so makes clear that the products may be resold at any price.
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The Departnent reserved the right to wthdraw its consent
for at | east 10 days after the close of the 60-day public conmment
period which it has requested the court to establish.

Comments to the Departnent and the court regarding the
proposed term nation of the judgnment are invited fromthe public.
Such comments should be addressed to Craig W Conrath, Chief,
Merger Task Force, Antitrust Division, Departnment of Justice,
1401 H Street, N.W, Suite 4816, Washington, D.C. 20530.

Comments nust be received within the 60-day period to be
establ i shed by court order.
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